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1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 7, 9, 10, 12, 25, 26, 29, 36-38, 44, 46-57 and 59-62 are rejected under 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wrue et al essentially for reasons of 

record noting the following. 

Applicant has amended the claims to recite that the hydrated lenses removed from the 
mold are bifocal lenses and that the nozzle is made of rubber. First of all, column 5, 
lines 40-45 of Wrue et al disclose that a "range of lenses with different power 
corrections can be hydrated" (emphasis added) and that the lenses "were consistently 
removed from the mold without damage", thus leading one of ordinary skill in the art to 
believe that the process of the applied reference would effectively remove hydrated 
bifocal lenses. Concerning the rubber nozzle, it is noted that vacuum lines and vacuum 
nozzles are typically made of rubber so that they are flexible and have tensile strength. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified the 
process of Wrue et al by making the nozzle taught therein out of rubber for the 
increased flexibility such would have afforded to the nozzle. Remember that the mold of 
Wrue et al is allowed — in fact, apparently forced — to rock during the removal of the lens. 
The rocking of the mold would clearly move the lens — which is attached to the mold — in 
directions tangential to the surface of the lens and hence a rubber nozzle, with its 
flexibility, would be beneficially used in Wrue et al. 
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2.Applicant's arguments filed November 12, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant submits that the claims are allowable over Wrue et al 
for two reasons and it is respectfully believed that such reasons are simply not probative 
at this point. For one thing, the fact that the mold rocks in Wrue et al would be reason 
enough to employ a rubber nozzle, or a nozzle made of a material that would adhere to 
the lens for the same reason as the instant. Indeed, even if the nozzle motion taught in 
Wrue et al is vertically up and down, there would clearly be some lateral motion 
between the nozzle and the lens when the mold rocks to the sides during the removal. 
It is indeed this rocking motion that renders the instant tangential and rotational motion 
obvious, in that such relative motion would be known to those of ordinary skill in the art 
as ways to break the adherence of the lens to the mold. Also, it is clear that Wrue et al 
envisions removing bifocal lenses. Applicant appears to be arguing unexpected 
benefits for the instant invention. It is again reiterated that such is not persuasive given 
the record up to this point. For one thing, the instant specification (page 6, lines 11-12) 
discloses that "a previously-used baseline protocol for hydration resulted in poor pick 
yields for low minus sku bifocal lenses — 66% to 70%" and this is argued by applicant as 
being the "rocking" method of Wrue et al. However, there is no data showing the results 
and it is not clear from the specification exactly what such "previously-used baseline 
protocol" entails. Also, there is no data to show that bifocal lenses with an sku of 
greater than -3.00D had pick yields of less than 60% as subsequently argued by 
applicant. From the disclosure of Wrue et al, it would be assumed that bifocal lenses of 
"different power corrections" would have been readily removed from the mold. If indeed 
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the sku value is critical, then this needs to be in the claims--none of the independent 
claims even recite the particular sku value for the lens. As the record stands, there 
simply is insufficient evidence to rebut a prime facie case of obviousness. 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
1211. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



M. Vargot 
February 2, 2008 
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